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Methodique are given by Sherborn & Woodward (1906). For Vol. 6. which includes

Eulophus on p. 454, pages 1-368 were published in 1791 and pages 369-704 in 1792.

(3) The type species of Eulophus should be corrected to be Ichneumon ramicornis

Fabricius, 1781 by subsequent monotypy by Fabricius (1781, p. 441), not by Olivier

(1792). Although Fabricius described ramicornis in the genus Ichneumon, he used the

name Eulophus in connection with this species, and made it clear that this species

represented Eulophus as used by Geoffroy (1762) and DeGeer (1778. p. 200). This

makes Ichneumon ramicornis the first nominal species assigned to Eulophus.

(4) Thus Kerzhner's request (BZN 48: 116, para. H.5) to place Eulophus on the

Official List of Generic Names should be amended to read:

Eulophus Geoffroy, 1762 (gender: masculine), type species by subsequent monotypy

(Fabricius, 1 78 1 ) Ichneumon ramicornis Fabricius, 1 78 1

.

(5) I apologise to Dr Kerzhner for not realising that these corrections were necessary

and bringing them to his attention prior to his submitting his proposal.
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Commenton the proposed conservation of the specific name of Artemiafranciscana

Kellogg, 1906 (Crustacea, Branchiopoda)

(Case 2728; see BZN47: 178-183; 48: 57, 246-248)

Denton Belk

Biology Department, Our Lady of the Lake University, 411 S.W. 24th Street, San

Antonio, Texas 78207-4666, U.S.A.

I agree with Dr Holthuis (BZN 48: 247) on his point that the Commission needs the

support of workers in the field to make a successful resolution of this case. I think

comments demonstrate that these workers do support conservation of the specific

name franciscana. Support comes (see BZN 48: 57) from the highest levels of the

leading organizational center for information exchange and training in Artemia

research, the Artemia Reference Center in Gent, Belgium, and from the only recent

worker to use one of the older subjective synonyms, Dr Francisco Amat. However. I

disagree with Holthuis that 'it is rather senseless to deal with the single species A.

franciscana and leave the rest as messy as it is now'. It is only in Eurasia and Africa

that Artemia nomenclature is a mess. In the Americas there exists a stable nomenclature

and research is proceeding in an orderly way into the true species status of the taxa.

Conservation of the specific name of Artemia franciscana as proposed will preserve this

desirable situation.

While I agree with Dr Bowman(BZN 48: 247) that Bowen et al. (1978) should have

followed the Code and used the oldest available name (fertilis), the situation we
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are faced with is one in which nomenclatural stability is established and universally

accepted by way of the name franciscana. It would be a failure of the Code as an

instrument for stable nomenclature to upset the existing stability in an effort to correct

the error of Bowen et al. ( 1 978).

I should point out for the record that Dr Bowman was mistaken in referring to

'Bowman and Belk's error' since I amnot one of the authors of Bowen et al. (1978).

Comment on the proposed conservation of the specific name of Amphiuma tridactylum

Cuvier, 1827 (Amphibia, Caudata)

(Case 277 1 ; see BZN48: 238-239)

Hobart M. Smith

EPOBiology, University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 80309, U.S.A.

I write to support the application by Harold Dundee to conserve the specific name of

Amphiuma tridactylum Cuvier, 1827. Approval by the Commission would be a distinct

service to biology.

Comment on the proposed conservation of the generic and specific names of

Palaeopropithecus ingens G. Grandidier, 1899 (Mammalia, Primates)

(Case 2785; see BZN49: 55-57)

Eric Delson (and 16 others, named below*)

Department of Vertebrate Paleontology, American Museumof Natural History, Central

Park West at 79th Street, New York, N. Y. 10024, U.S.A.

Weare active researchers and teachers of primate evolution and write to support the

application by Tattersall, Simons & Vuillaume-Randriamanantena to conserve the

name Palaeopropithecus ingens G. Grandidier, 1 899 by suppressing its senior subjective

synonym Thaumastolemur grandidier Filhol, 1895. As clearly stated by the authors,

continued usage of the long-accepted name Palaeopropithecus is desirable for nomen-

clatural stability. Resuscitation of the unused name Thaumastolemur would engender

confusion and add nothing to systematics or nomenclature. Westrongly recommend

that the Commission rules in favor of the application, and as soon as possible under the

Code.

*Gienn Conroy ( Washington University. St Louis), Herbert H. Covert (University of Colorado.

Boulder), John G. Fleagle (State University of New York at Stony Brook), Dan Gebo (Northern

Illinois University), Philip Gingerich (University of Michigan). Laurie Godfrey (University of

Massachusetts. Amherst), Nancy Simmons Greenwald (American Museum of Natural History,

New York), Terry Harrison (New York University), Andrew Hill ( Yale University), Clifford J.

Jolly (New York University), William Jungers (State University of New York at Stony Brook),

R.D.E. MacPhee (American Museum of Natural History), Mike Rose (New Jersey Medical

School), Alfred L. Rosenberger (National Zoological Park, Smithsonian Institution), Jeffrey

Schwartz
( University of Pittsburgh) and Frederick S. Szalay (City University of New York, Hunter

College).


